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This matter sunosrms allegations that Informed Catholic Citizens (“ICC”), a Colorado-

based 501(c)(4) organization, violated various provisions of the Federal Election CampugnAct

of 1971, as amended (“the Act”). Specifically, the complxint alleges that ICC made prohibited
corporate expenditures for a series of recorded telephone calls that constituted express advocacy,

and may have been required to report the cost of the calls as independent expenditures. The

complaint also questions whether ICC was required to register and report with the Commission
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as a political committee. In its response, ICC argues that the calls did not contain express
advocacy, and therefore the group was not required to report any independent expenditures or
register and report with the Commission. Response at 3.

As discussed below, we believe that at least one of the recorded telephone calls funded by
ICC contained express advocacy, and that ICC likely met the statutory fhreshold for political
commiRtee st=fini by making over $1,000 in expenditarus in connsction with tiee oalls. Available
inforseatiom eboui ICC’s public statesaents and activitins suggests that ICC’s major purpase nmy
have been federal campaign activity during the 3008 election cycle. ICC’s sayponse did not
address these subjeats. We therefore recommend that the Commiasion: (1) find no reason to
believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b; (2) find reason to believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C.
§8 433 and 434 by failing to register and report as a political committee or, in the alternative,
violated 2 U.S.C.§ 434(c) by failing to disclose its independent expenditure; (3) find reason to
believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(g) by failing to file a 24-hour notice of its independent
expenditure; and (4) find reason to believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a) by failing to
include the required disclaimer. Our proposed investigation would obtain information about the
timing, mmnber, xnd cost of vie of the rocusded telephone calls, a8 well = vther activities ICC
cacduoted in cannostiim with fodersl campaigm ding the 2008 siection sycle.!

! In Speeck Now.arg v. FEC, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit held that the contribution
limits of 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(a)(1)(C) and 441a{a)(3) are unconstitutional as applied to individuals’ contributions to
SpeechNow, an unincorporated non-profit association that intended to operate exclusively through independent
expenditures. See 599 F.3d 686 (C.A.D.C. 2010). This issue is not presented in this matter st this time because we
do not have any information about the nature or amount of any contributions received by ICC., SpeechNow is
secking certiorari on whether the political committee disclosure and reporting requirements spply to it. See
Agpriliication to Extend Time to File Patition for Writ of Certicanri, Speachhew.org v. FEC (No. 09A1212), Atﬂﬂs
time we do not have sufficient infermstion aboat ICC’s spending to determine if ICC is as independent

only cammittee.
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IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

A. Factual Background
1. ICC’s Organizational Structure and Purpose

ICC is headed by former U.S. Representative Bob Beauprez. See Response Exhibit A.
The group registered with the Colorado Secretary of State as a nonprofit corporation in October
2008 and the graup's website idestifies it as a F01(c)4) ceganization. See
www.informedcatholics.org. ICC’a /mticlen of Inoarporation filest wiih the Colorado Secretary
of State set forth its purpase as “to epgage in any lawful activities within the meaning of section
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code.” ICC’s website states that its purposs “is not to make
your voting decision, but to assist you in finding the truth about the candidates and information
pecessary to make a choice consistent with Catholic doctrine.” /d. The website links to various
news articles about elected officials’ and candidates’ stances on purported Catholic policy issues
and includes an “Action Center” to sign up for ICC’s e-mail list and online discussion forums. It
provides a link to “Contribute.” Neither ICC’s website and other publicly available information
nor its response identified any other activities ICC conducted during the 2008 election cycle
apart fiemu the rvcorded telephone calls that are thw subject of fite complaint. ICC did non register

ssium a8 a politica] commiittee.

2 The “Contribute™ function on [CC’s website was not functioning at the time of the drafting of this Report in
Tune 2010 and the website appears to have been last updated in August 2009,
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2. ICC’s Public Communications

Theeomplaimidenﬁﬁestwomxaedphméumccmmiﬁmminamm
late October 2008.> Complaint at 1. The scripts for the calls, provided in ICC’s response, are as
follows:

“Carmody Call”

Hello, this is Fr. Bill Carmody, Pastor of Holy Family parish in Colorado Springs. I'm

calling on behalf of Informed Catholic Citizens about the importance of your vote in this
election.

Regexdless of the spinning that some politicians have done, the Catholic Church’s
opposition to the evil of abortion has always been the same and is crystal clear.

Why is it important in this election? John McCain has a record of supporting life, but in
the words of Denver Archbishop Charies Chaput, Barack Obama "is the most committed
abortion-rights presidential candidate of either major party” in 35 years, and the
Democratic Party Platforsa adopted in Denver is “cloarly wnti-life.”

These are many importaat isnes to considar, but av Archbizhop Chaput says, “every
other buman right depends o= the right to life.”

If you have not already voted, I pray that you will search your consciance carefully and
consider all the information you deem importanf. And, then vote like life depended on
it — because it does.

This messuge is paid for by Informed Catholic Citizens.
“Beaupre Call”

Hello, this is Bob Beaupren And, 5o, I'm not ane of thowa paliticians calling to tell you
how to vote. You'll figure that out on your own.

1 know that there are a whole host of issues you'll consider when deciding for whom to
vote, including who best represents your values. What'’s difficult is finding really honest
information about the candidiites and the issues most important to you — like the five mon-
negotiables: saxctity of human life, cuthmmsia, honwsexual marriage, embryonic stem-
cell research, and human cloning.

3 IOC's Response states that the calls were delivered to members of the public in November 2008, just before the
clection. See Recpome Eixhibit A.
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I recently leared through the Solidarity Institute at ecatholichub.net that Bob Schaffer is

in ageeemont with Csiholic doctrirm oa afl five of thews ssos whily Mark Udall is

opposed ® every single one.

We’re the Informed Catholic Citizens, and our only objective is to make sure you have all

the information you need to decide who you'll be voting for in this election. Thank you

for listening.

The avaiisble information does not indicate that ICC made any other public
communications.

B. Lagal Analysis

The complairt alieges thet ICC made prohibited corporate expenditures for a series of
recorded talephone calls that constitnted express advocacy, and may have been required to report
the cost of the calls as independent expenditures. Complaint at 3. The complaint also questions
whether ICC met the threshold for federal political committee status and was required to register
and report with the Commission, or whether ICC is a qualified nonprofit corporation. /d. We
first address the corporate expenditure allegations and recommend that the Commission find no
reason to believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b because Citizens United v. FEC,
130 S.Ct. 876 (2010), renders this allegation moot. We fhren address ICC*s political committee
stattas bocause there is reagon to bblieve that ICC met the theenhuld for pelitical committee status
ureles the Act. In the event that an invastigstien demosstrates that ICC did not mast the
threshold fiar pelitical committee status, we also address in the altemative whether ICC failed to
file indepandent expenditure reparts pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 434(c). Finslly, we addacss
independent expenditure reporting under 2 U.S.C. § 434(g) and disclaimer obligations in
connection with ICC’s recorded telephone calls.
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1. Corporate Expenditures

In Citizens United, the Supreme Court struck down as unconstitutional the Act’s
prohibition on corporate financing of independent expenditures. See 130 S.Ct. 876, 913 (2010).
Thus, it is permissible for corporations to use general treasury funds for this purpose.
Accordingly, we recommend that the Commission find no reason to believe that Infornved
Catliolic Citizers vivlated 2 U.S.C. § 441b by making a prohibiftd corporete expendiwre in
conssatien witix the recssded telephone calia*

2. Politienl Cammiites Status

The Act defines a “political cammittee” as any committee, association, or other group of
persons that receives “contributions” or makes “expenditures” for the purpose of influencing a
federal election which aggregate in excess of $1,000 during a calendar year. 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(4)(A). To address overbreadth concerns, the Supreme Court has held that only
organizations whose major purpose is campaign activity can potentially qualify as political
committees under the Act. See, e.g., Buckley v. Valeo, 424 US. 1, 79 (1976); FEC v.
Maseachusetzs Citizens for Life, 479 U.S. 238, 262 (1986) “MCFL™. The Commission has long
lppﬁed&CouPsmajmpmpowMindminingwhethsmwgmiwhniu"poﬁﬁul
commsitiee” umler the Axt, and it interprets that test as limited to organizations whose mudjor
purpose is fademl campsign activity. See Polititml Cosamitine Status: Supplasansttal Bepbeation
and JustiSication, 72 Fed. Reg. 5595, 5597, 5601 (Feh. 7, 2007). The tetm “expenditure” is
defined to include “any purchase, payment, distribution, loan, advance, deposit, or gift of money
or anything of value, made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal
Office.” 2 U.S.C. § 431(9XA)(i).

4 Citizens Untted v. FEC, 130 S.Ct. 876 (2010), rosdiess ICC’s possible QNC status most.
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8. ICC Likely Exceeded the Statutory Threshold for
Exnentitures by Spesiting Over §1,000 lor
Communiraines Expressly airacating the Election or
Defeat of 2 Glanrly Ideutified Candidate

In determining whether an organization makes an expenditure, the Commission “analyzes
whether expenditures for any of an organization’s communications rrade independently of a
canfidate consiitute express udvocacy either under 11 CF.R. § 100.22(a), or the browder
definition & 11 CF.&. § 100.22(b).” 72 Fed. Reg. &t S8@6. Unier the Commnission’s
regulationg, a commanication cantains express adweacy when it uses pheasds, campaign
slogaps, er individual words “which in context can have no other ressanable meaning than to
encourage the election ar defeat of one or more clearly identified candidate(s), such as posters,
bumper stickers, advertisements, etc. which say ‘Nixon’s the One,’ ‘Carter *76," ‘Reagan/Bush®
or “Mondale!"” 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(a). The Supreme Court has held that express advocacy also
encompasses communications that contain “in effect an explicit directive” to vote for or against a
candidate. MCFL, 479 U.S at 249. The fact that a message is “marginally less direct than ‘Vote
for Smith’ does not change its essential nature.” Jd. ICC argues that “express advocacy™ must
be read carrowly in accordance with the approach in Buckiey v. Faleo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976).
Respaums at 3.

The Cazmady Call contains sxpress advesecy under 11 C.FR. § 100.22(a) consistent
with Supreme Court and Commission precedent. This call is similar to the newsletter at issue in
MCFL and the “Conscience” pamphlet in MUR 5634 (Sierra Club). In MCFL, the Supreme
Court found that a newsletter which listed candidates for state and federal office and identified
their issue positions as supporting or opposing issues such as abortion, along with the phrases
“EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO KNOW TO VOTE PRO-LIFE,” “VOTE PRO-LIFE,” and the
disclaimer “This special election edition does not represent an endorsement of any particular
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candidate,” constituted express advocacy. MCFL, 479 U.S at 238. The Court reasoned that the
newsletter “cannot be regarded as a mere discussion of public issues that by their nature raise the
names of certain politicians. Rather, it provides an explicit directive: vote for these (named)
candidates.” Id.

In MUR 5634, the Commission found that the “Conscience” pamphlet, which compared
President Bush’s and Senator Kerry’s ezrvirvnmental recerds and comtained the phrases “LET
YOUR CONSCIENCE BE YQIJ¥. GUIDE” ud “LET YOUR VOTE BE YOUR VOICE”
contxizmd expoess advonecy umder oortion 100.22(a) hecause it providind “im sffient”™ an sxplicit
directive to vote for the candidates whose pasitions were in accord with the organization. See
MUR 5634 Factual and Legal Analysis at 4. The Commission found probable cause to believe
that the Sierra Club violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a) based on the “Conscience” pamphlet and entered
into a conciliation agreement with the organization. See Certifications dated July 19, 2006 and
November 13, 2006. In the same matter, the Office of General Counsel recommended, and the
Commission found, no reason to believe that the Sierra Club violated the Act in connection with
three cther pamphlets. Two of the pamphlets did not contain express advocacy because a
reasensblz interpretation was thit reatiers were sicaply being directed to contiet currest federal
officckoidors. MUR 5634 First Genessl Counsel’s Report at 5. A fouth punghiet, “Dirt,”
which cantained nestetiven compsring the environzaental reaords of Prasent ¥nish asd Senator
Kerry, did not contain axpress advocacy because it was conzistent with the Commission’s voter
guide regulations and encouraged readers to obtain additional information about the candidates
from other sources before deciding for whom to vote. /d. at 8.

The Carmody Call uses the word “vote” three times, starting in the first sentence after the
greeting. The Carmody Call is express advocacy under section 100.22(a) because its sets out
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John McCain's and Barack Obama’s respective positions on the subject of abortion and then
directs listeners to “vote like life depended on it — because it does,” which has no other
reasonable meaning than to encourage the election of John McCain and the defeat of Barack
Obama. This conclusion is consistent with the Supreme Court’s decision in MCFL in that the
Carmody Call’s call to action to “vote Bke life depended on It — becanse it does™ is an
unumbiguous reference t John MtCain’s “rezord of sepmerting life,” providing “in effbet” an
explinit dizentiva to vate fim John MrCain sud agaiwst iareck Obama. The Carmmiy Call’s call
to actien is 2lso similar to that in the MUR 5634 “Canscience™ pamphlet, “LET YOUR VOTE
BE YOUR VOICE.”

Although the available information does not indicate the cost or dissemination of the
Carmody Call, a press account cited in the Complaint regarding the Beauprez Call stated that
ICC “blanket{ed] the state with recorded phone calls.” Mike Riley, Beauprez Robo-Calls Target
Udall on Values, Denver Post, October 23, 2008. ICC’s response did not provide any
information regarding the cost or dissemination of the calls. The fact that the Carmody Cali
concerned the Presidential election also suggests that a large number of cuils were made, and
pazt matters inwolvirg robocalls oftem imvelwed gests well over $1,000. See MUR 6125
(MeCiingeok) (Gampuign i1 Calidemia’c 4® Congressianal Distriet apeat $7,798 fizr mbocalls i
2008); MUR 5819 (U.S. Chember of Commerce) (Chamber of Ceramarce spent $2,474 for
approximately 50,000 calls regarding the 2006 Senato race in Hawaii); MUR 5588 (Arizana
Republican Party) (State party committoe spent $41,626 for state-wide calls regarding the 2004
Presidential election).

In sum, it appears that at least one of the ICC recorded calls — the Carmody Call -
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contained express advocacy under 11 CF.R. § 100.22(a).” See also 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(b)
(express advocacy includes communications that contain an “electoral portion” that is
“unmistakable, unambiguous, and suggestive of only one meaning” and about which “reasonable
minds could not differ as to whether it encourages actions to elect or defeat” a candidate). It is
likely ICC exceeded the statutory threshold for expené®iiares by spemding over $1,000 for tiis
communication exprossly adveemting the clection or defeat of a cleurly identified candidhte, and
thus met tho stetutery threshald for peiitieal conmmitits statns. See 2 U.S.C. § 431(4XA).
b. ICC’s Mgjor Barpose Miny Re Federal Campaign Activity

An organization’s “major purpose™ may be established through public statements of its
purpose. See, e.g., FEC v. Malenick, 310 F. Supp. 2d 230, 234-36 (D.D.C. 2004) (court found
organization evidenced its “major purpose™ through its own materials which stated the
organization’s goal of supporting the clection of Republican Party candidates for federal office
and through efforts to get prospective donors to consider supporting federal candidates); FEC v.
GOPAC, Inc., 917 F. Supp. 851, 859 (D.D.C. 1996) (“organization’s [major] purpose may be
evidenced by its public statements of its purpose or by other meams. . . ). An organization also
can satisfy Buckley s “major parposc” test through sufficient spesding om campaign activity.
MCFL, 478 U.S. ut 262-2fu} (politioal comyuittas stateus would e canfamad on MCFL if it

independent spending were to become 80 axtengive that the group’s major purpose may be

$ The Besuprez Call presents a closer judgment. There are several characteristics of the Beauprez Call that bring it
clam to the definition =f express advocasy uniss 11 CF.R. § 100.22(b): tas call méisrenmes wiing Geme timss md
was made in close proximity to the election; it references the Catholic Church’s positions on five policy issues and
then states that “Bob Schaffer is in agreement with Catholic doctrine on all five of these issues while Mark Udall is
opposed to every single one;” and it indicates that the ICC’s goal is to inform listeners to aid in their voting decision.
This can be viewed as & directive to vots for the candidate in agreement with Catholic Doctrine, Bob Schaffer.
However, aaavias the kesyge Call conisins & conggarisen of the candidaticn” viass on policy ismies, soasosable
minds could viow the call as educating listeners about the positions of the candidates, similar to the MLIR 5634
“Dirt” pangphlet, which the Commission concinded was more akin to a voter guide voder 11 CF.R. § 114.4(cX5Xi).
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ICC did not respond to the complaint’s assertion that ICC’s major purpose is to influence
federal elections, and there is no available information that suggests that ICC’s major purpose
was not federal campaign activity. ICC incorporated as a nonprofit organization in October
2008, a short time before the 2008 Presidential and Colorado U.S. Senate clections. Available
infornmtion about ICC’s public dtatements indioutes ttmt FOC’s misjor purpose Saithg fix 2008
elzction cyt:le nooy uve baen fedeml omnpwigo activity, us ICC’s ealy oultiic comsonrdeaticm
the sagemied telephana calls, contain ecpress advoamcy, ar in the case of the Besupsea Call, either
cantain express advocacy or a yoter guide to assist voters in their decision on who ta vote for in
the U.S. Senate race. ICC’s stated purpose on its website “is not to make your voting decision,
but to assist you in finding the truth about the candidates and information necessary to make a
choice consistent with Catholic doctrine.” See www.informedcatholics.org. The website links to
articles about elected officials’ and candidates’ policy stances on issues such as abortion,
including the views of Barack Obama, Joe Biden, Nancy Pelosi, and the Democratic Party as a
wilole.

Infermitive segending I0OC’s spemiing va fodsral camzpeign witivity is mavailabie
besause as a 501(c)(4) organization, ICC’s financial records are not publicly available on the
Internal Revenue Swrvice wabsite. An investigation wanld allow us to determine whether ICC

¢ The Conmsission s applied this standurd in past mattery mnd Sufiad politissl committes status. Sve, e.g., MUR
5440 (The Media Fund) (Commission found political committee status where an organization spent millions of
dollars on advertisements to influence the 2004 Presidential election); MUR 5542 (Texans for Truth) (Commission
foun] puiifical cummcitite stSles wiess on sxgnnizatiste st ovex $3€0,650 fisé thn parpose of défiesting Prwtaisit
Bush in the 2004 election, including several advertisements in swing states); MURs 5577/5620 (National
Association of Realtors ~ 527 Fund) (Commission found political committee status where an organization spent
spproximately $3 million to finance dozens of political commmunications before the 2004 general election, most of
whibh was spent on direct mailings ond newspapes aGvestisexsuts gapporting nine foderal candidates); snd MUR
5831 (Safter Vevices) (Commssion found pelitizal commities status where an organization spent over $1 million for
comrmnications supporting Rick Santorum’s 2006 Senats re-eloction campaign); see alsa Political Committee
Status: Supplemental Explanation sud Justification, 72 Fed. Reg. at 5601-02.
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conducted other activitios that could affect whether its major purpose was federal campaign
activity, and whether it made significant disbursements for federal campaign activity. ICC’s
activities that we are aware of at this time, the two recorded telephone calls, were connected to
federal clections. Because available information indicates that ICC likely exceeded the statutory
threshold for expenditures by spending over $1,000 for commumications expressly advocating
the elextion or dufest of a clearly identified eandidate and thet ICC’s major saspete nxwy have
beem fodaral anmpaign sstivity, s recesinmn isé thm Cemmission find reasan ta belisws that
Infiormed Catholic Citizens viclated 2 U.S.C. §§ 433 and 434 by failing to register and veport as a
political commitice.
3. Alternative Finding

If an investigation shows that ICC is not a political committee, ICC was still subject to
the Act’s disclosure requirements for independent expenditures. Under the Act, every person
other than a political committee who makes independent expenditures in excess of $250 must file
a report that discloses information on its expenditures and identify each person who made a
mm&mhmofmhmemofmmeﬁmmwwm. See
2U.S.C. § 434c). The Act defines m iridependent expenditus: as ary expeadituna that
cxpemusly advacsi:d the eleetion or difedi of a cleeriy ideniitied cadidate and is nui ninde in
concert with a candidate, a politiazl party ecammittee, ar their sespative ageats. 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(17). If an investigation demonstrates that ICC did not meet the threshald for political
committee status, it would have been subject to the independent expenditure reporting
requirements of section 434(c) of the Act. Accordingly, we recommend in the altemative that
the Commission find reason to believe that ICC violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(c).
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4. 24-Hour Independent Expenditure Reporting

ICC would have been required to disclose its spending on the Carmody Call to the
Commission as an independent expenditure if the group spent more than $1,000 on the call
regardless of ICC's political committee status. Under the Act, a person (including a political
committee) thut makes independent expenditures aggregating $1,000 or more after the 20° day,
but mows than 24 bours, before the dite of an dlection nrust file 2 report desaribing the
expenditures within 24 beaxs. 2 U.S.C. § 434(g)1). ICC’s actiwity appeaw to date fromn
November 2008; therefhre, it is likely that the calls were made within 20 days of ths electinn.
Accordingly, baczuse it is likely that ICC spant over $1,000 in connection with the Carmody
Call, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that Informed Catholic Citizens
violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(g) by failing to report the cost of the call as an independent expenditure.
We will need to conduct a limited investigation regarding the cost and timing of the call to
determine ICC’s reporting obligations.

5. Required Disclaimers

express advocacy and political commigves making dsbursements for general public political
advertising provids s diaclainter as specified in the sttt and regulations. 3 U.S.C. § 441d. A
public commumication ingludes a communication by telephone bank to the general public.
11 CFR § 100.26. A telephone bank means moze than 500 calls of an identical or substantially
gimilar nature made within a 30-day period. 11 CF.R. § 100.28. The Commission’s regulations
further provide that all public communications, including telephone banks, made by a political
committee must include disclaimers. 11 CF.R. §§ 110.11(a)(2) and 100.26. More specifically,
communications that are not authorized by a candidate are required to clearly state the name and
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permanent street address, telephone number or World Wide Web address of the person who paid
for the communication and state that the communication was not authorized by any candidate or
the candidate’s committee. 2 U.S.C. § 441d(8)(3).

The recorded telephone calls at issue in this matter require disclaimers because they are a
“telephone bank to the general public” and “general public political advertising.” See MUR
5401, Factual and Legal Analysis for Texaus for Hemry Cueller and Certification dated
March 7, 2007 (cancluding that “robocatis” can sumite disclaimars).” It appears that tire
Carmodiy Call was sufficiently widespread ta have constituted 500 ealis of an ideatical or
substantially similar nature. See supra p. 9. The Carmody Call did nat contain the full required
disclaimer, as it did not clearly state the address, telephone number, or website address of ICC
and did not state that the communication was not authorized by any candidate or candidate’s
committee. Accordingly, we recommend that the Commission find reason to believe that
Informed Catholic Citizens violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a) by failing to include the required
disclaimer on a public commumication.

I FROPOVES INVESTFRGATION

‘This muitter will require a limited investigation in order to obtain information about the
timing, dissemination, and cost of the Carmody Call, which we would attempt to obtain through
written discovery. We also intend to contmit represeniatives of ICC ard obsain desumants to
establish the extent of the organization’s spending oz campaign activity and other activities the
group engaged in during the 2008 election cycle in order obtain information relevant to ICC’s

7 Recently in MUR 5835 (Democgatic Congressional Campaign Committee), we recommended that the Commission
findl probable cause to belicws thet responceats vinlited 2 U.SiC. § 441d by {hiling o8 fncRsls s disckimer on a
telephone poll that contained negative statements about a candidate. The probable cause recommendation failed by
a vote of 2-3. See MUR 5835 Statement of Reasons of Vice Chairman Petersen and Commissioners Huntar and
McGabn. The ICC comnmnications in the instant matzer were 'not polls bur rather recorded messuges, at least one of
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major purpose. While we intend to conduct the investigation informally, in the event that it
becomes necessary to utilize formal discovery, we recommend that the Commission authorize
the use of compulsory process.

IV.

1.
2.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Find no reason to believe that Informed Catholic Citizens violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b.

Find reason to believe timt Informed Catholic Citizens violated 2 U.8.C. §§ 433 and 434
or, in the alternative, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(c).

Find reason to believe that infosmed Catholic Citiens violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(g).
Find reason to believe that Informed Catholic Citizens violated 2 U.S.C. § 441d(a).
Authorize the use of compulsory praocess as to the Respondent and all witnesses in this
matter, inchading the issuance of appropriate interrogatories, document subpoenas, and
deposition subpoenas, as necessary.

Approve the attached Fazimit and Legal Analygis.

Approve the appropriate letter.

Thomasenia P. Duncan
General Counsel

Date

g v el

Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement

Assistant General Counsel

Mewgenhion—

Kasey im /
Attorney
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